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Embedding technology in translation teaching: evaluative considerations
for courseware integration
David Barr*
Centre for Excellence in Multimedia Language Learning, University of Ulster, Co Londonderry,
Northern Ireland
This article shall discuss a number of factors to be considered in the process of
integrating computer technology into the student language learning experience. It
examines research on student attitudes and the factors that aﬀect student
engagement with the technology before looking at the experiences of a project
undertaken at the University of Ulster aimed at integrating computer technology
into the delivery of undergraduate classes on French translation. By drawing on
the experience and examples in the project, this article shall conclude by outlining
a number of issues to be considered in the integration of multimedia technologies
in the delivery of language learning. This will include a range of considerations,
such as student attitudes and level of comfort as well as pedagogical concerns.
Keywords: integration; attitudes; motivation
Introduction
There are many factors involved in the process of integrating computer technology
into the student learning experience. This study seeks to evaluate the qualitative
impact of CALL to the learner. These studies are not new: in 1988, Hubbard
developed an evaluation framework that identiﬁed ﬁve criteria to be considered
when evaluating the impact of software: operational description, learner ﬁt, teacher
ﬁt, appropriateness and implementation scheme (Hubbard, 1988, p. 54). Dunkel and
Chapelle each present six additional criteria for evaluating CALL software (Leakey,
2011, pp. 93–105).
The studies are supported by Barr’s work on student learning that established a
number of factors to be considered in order to embed computer-based language
learning into the student learning experience (Barr, 2004, pp. 195–218). According to
Barr’s taxonomy, there were three main factors that inﬂuenced student attitudes
towards the use of computer technology in language learning: these were grouped
into technical and pedagogical and psychological considerations. These factors relate
to technical concerns such as the processing capabilities of PCs and printers,
considerations that cannot easily be seen such as student motivation, level of
comfort, familiarity with the technology and curriculum impact.
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Given the ever-changing nature of computer technology, it seems likely that the
types of technical issues identiﬁed above will have changed considerably and some of
those issues, such as the use of dial-up connections, will have all but disappeared in
an area of high-speed mobile broadband networks that were certainly not available
at the time of the earlier study. Improvements to the reliability and speed of
computers do not, however, necessarily mean that computers can easily be embedded
into the student learning experience. Bennett, Manton, and Kervin (2007, p. 783)
discovered that even though computer technology is becoming increasingly
embedded into the lives of students and young people, its adoption is not uniform.
They conclude that there are no clear reasons for this, such as disaﬀection with
technology. Their ﬁndings highlight the importance of a discussion on the range of
factors that continue to aﬀect the embedding of technology in the learning
experience. The relevance of these factors is supported by recent research. Neumeier
and Stracke, for example, highlight the importance that student attitudes play in the
process of integrating computer technology into their language learning processes
and point towards the need for further research into student attitudes (Neumeier,
2005, p. 163; Stracke, 2007, p. 76).
The research outlined above indicates a range of factors to be considered when
evaluating the eﬀectiveness of the CALL. While each one presents a diﬀerent set of
criteria, all seem to identify three common trends: (1) the need for the software to
make a demonstrable diﬀerence to the learning experience by ﬁtting the learner’s
expectations; (2) the importance of practicality, in other words, the software needs to
help, rather than hinder the learning and teaching process and (3) the motivational
eﬀect of CALL and the impact that it has on the use of the software. This present
study proposes to examine the impact of these factors on student use of CALL in the
roll-out of a project, carried out at the University of Ulster. It shall then examine the
impact of these considerations in a project that sought to integrate computer
technology into the teaching of French translation at the University of Ulster. It will
conclude by examining a series of steps aimed at tackling these issues in order to
enhance the embedding of multimedia language learning materials in the teaching
and learning environment.
Learner expectations
Research in the area of human–computer interaction shows that the nature of the
relationship between both parties has changed considerably, with less emphasis on
the computer interface and more on the human use of the technology (Fischer, 2001,
p. 67). It follows from this, therefore, that diﬀerent users will achieve diﬀering levels
of proﬁciency in the use of computer technology. This has led to what Prensky
deﬁnes as the birth of digital natives. In other words, the group of computer users
who have spent their entire lives surrounded by computers, mobile telephones and all
those technologies that are synonymous with the digital age (Prensky, 2001, p. 1).
This term may reasonably be applied to students of the present day (Cuban, 2001,
p. 163). This does not mean, however, that all students use computer technology
eﬀectively to enhance their experience of language. According to Gillespie (2008,
p. 12), the move to digital natives has not yet happened in language learning. This
would suggest that, whereas students may be increasingly computer literate and use a
range of digital technologies on a daily basis, they do not necessarily use the
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technology instinctively in the process of learning a language. A number of reasons
could explain this:
Training
The use of digital technology in language learning has continued to progress at
breath-taking speed. The increased interactivity of the Web and the use of mobile
technologies are some such examples. Nevertheless, students are not always aware of
the possible uses of technology in language learning. Nin˜o (2009, p. 253) discovered
that many of those involved in her project to use machine translation in foreign
language learning would have liked more training in the advanced elements of this
area. In other words, students need to feel they are able to use the technologies if
they are to exploit them eﬀectively. Winke and Goertler (2008) made a similar
ﬁnding in their research, concluding that many students do not have the skills
necessary to engage with computer-based language learning materials because they
represent a more complex level of engagement than they are used to when checking
e-mail or using social networking software.
Comfort
The extent to which users feel comfortable using technology is another factor that
contributes to their successful integration into the learning and teaching environment.
Conole’s recent research into the attitudes of learners towards e-learning showed that
students tend to use technologies that they are familiarwith and, by extension, that they
probably ﬁnd easiest to use (Conole, 2008, p. 135). The value of ‘‘comfortable’’
technologies was also highlighted in a recent survey conducted at the University of
Ulster’s Centre for Excellence in Multimedia Language Learning supported this
principle. That survey received responses from 147 academics throughout the UK and
one of the key ﬁndings of the research showed that there was an obvious divide in the
use of technology for language teaching (Toner, Barr, Carvalho Martins, & Wright,
2008, p. 6). Over half of the respondents conﬁrmed that they used computers, audio
cassette andVCRona regular basis for their teaching.This compared to very lowuseof
such technologies as MP3 players and PDAs (4.5% of respondents, for example,
conﬁrmed that they used MP3 players on a regular basis within their teaching). These
results show a clear division in the use of relatively new technologies and more well-
established ones. Although that survey was conducted among staﬀ rather than among
students, it highlights the importance of familiarity with the technology, regardless of
the user. In the survey, it is likely that staﬀ users were more familiar with technologies
such as PCs and video and tape recorders and therefore have probably explored the
possibility for using these in their teachingmore thoroughly. In otherwords, if users are
not comfortable with the technologies, it is unlikely that they will engage with them.
Practicality of ﬁt
Even if the above factors are addressed, there is no guarantee that the technology
will be used by staﬀ and students for teaching and learning. Conole mentions the
importance of ‘‘personal appropriation of tools’’ as having an impact on the
adoption of technology in teaching and learning (Conole, 2008, p. 137). A number of
factors will inﬂuence how the technology is appropriated.
Computer Assisted Language Learning 3
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Pragmatic use
This means that if students see the technology as addressing a particular need in their
learning, they are more likely to engage with it. A recent investigation discovered
that there tends to be a limit of between 60 and 90 minutes working in front of
computers, after which time they tend to reject the medium because of the diﬃculty
working on screen (Stracke, 2007, p. 75). Equally, according to Fry, Ketteridge, and
Marshall (1999, p. 30) students tend to be strategic learners and organise their
learning speciﬁcally to obtain a high grade. This strategic adoption of technologies
by students might also be considered one of the reasons why staﬀ using particular
technologies. According to the survey on the use of multimedia in language learning
(Toner et al., 2008, p. 6), e-mail was most commonly used to perform tasks like
communicating with students (93.5%), while the Web was hardly used by any of the
respondents for this purpose (10.3%). One of the most obvious reasons for this
diﬀerence is likely to be that students view e-mail as the main way of communicating
with their tutors outside class, while they see the Web as either a research tool or
view Web 2.0 technologies such as blogs and social networking sites, as tools they
only use with their friends (see Mazer, Murphy, & Simonds, 2007, p. 14). These
ﬁndings point towards a strategy adoption of technology and support work in the
area of human–computer interface. Fischer (2001, p. 70), for example, explains that
the key aspect of human–computer interaction is the delivery of information at the
right time and in the right way. In other words, the technology needs to ﬁt the
learning environment it is being used for. If, for example, a distance-learning
environment would use e-mail, instant chat and other tools in ways that would not
seem appropriate in face-to-face classroom situations.
Course ﬁt
Gillespie and Barr’s (2002, p. 131) taxonomy of staﬀ users of multimedia
technologies found that staﬀ ﬁtted into three broad categories of users: radicals,
pragmatists and resistants. Their investigation suggested that most staﬀ is
pragmatists – they will use the technology when it makes a diﬀerence to their
teaching. A similar ﬁnding was reached by Barr in relation to student use of
technology. That research showed that, even though there was no quantiﬁably-
measurable beneﬁt for using computer technology to enhance their language
learning, students chose to engage with the language learning software because they
were aware of beneﬁts such as enhanced feedback (Barr, 2008, p. 110). It would
follow from this, therefore, that students too might be considered as pragmatic
adopters of technology.
Motivation
According to Newstead and Hoskins (1999, p. 73), motivation is central to the
learning experience and, therefore contributes to eﬀective learning. In the area of
language learning, computer technology has been used to motivate learners. Stepp-
Greany (2002, p. 166), for example, highlights the aﬀective beneﬁts to the learners,
which can have a positive inﬂuence on the attitudes of students using computer
technologies in their learning. De los Arcos, Coleman, and Hampel (2009, p. 14)
discovered that the emotions felt by learners had an impact on their use of
audiographic conferencing software in their learning. Barr discovered that using
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computer software to teach French grammar proved to be highly motivating for
students and this had a positive impact on their level of engagement with the
technology, even though using the technology did not produce quantiﬁably obvious
beneﬁts to the learners (Barr, 2008, p. 112). A similar conclusion was reached by
Ushida (2005, p. 67) in her research into student attitudes towards an online French
and Spanish course. Furthermore, when students feel supported in their learning,
this is likely to motivate them further to learn (Do¨rnyei, 2001) These studies support
the argument that if students feel the technology is having a beneﬁt on their learning,
they are more likely to engage with it, therefore allowing for the technology to be
integrated more seamlessly into the learning experience. This argument is also
supported by Ryan and Deci (2000, p. 74) whose study on self-determination theory
highlights the importance of content relevance to the process of student motivation.
All of these issues clearly have an impact of how eﬀectively technology can be
used in language teaching. In order to contextualise these issues, this article will look
at the experiences of a recent project undertaken at the University of Ulster to
integrate computer technology into teaching French translation.
Computer-based translation: an example of student reaction
In 2005, The University of Ulster established its Centre for Excellence in Multimedia
Language Learning (CEMLL) as part of the UK-wide Centres for Excellence in
Teaching and Learning (CETL) initiative. This scheme provided funding for a ﬁve-
year period for investment in staﬀ (including a technician and language techno-
logists) and equipment. As part of the ﬁve-year initiative, the CEMLL undertook a
number of diﬀerent projects investigating the use of multimedia technologies in
teaching and learning. These projects would be led by a language technologist who
would be a lecturer in the subject area but would have a reduced teaching load to
allow time for materials development. One such project was an investigation into
teaching translation.
Background
Using translation to teach modern languages is a long-established pedagogical
principle: the grammar-translation method of teaching was long used as a direct
method for teaching language in the UK; however the early 1960s saw an
increased focus on communicative language teaching, whereby the target language
was seen as a facilitator of communication (Hawkins, 1981, p. 8; Scinicariello,
1997, p. 189). The ﬁeld of translation teaching has evolved since then. The 1972
Holmes map of translation studies divides the study of translation into two
categories: pure and applied (Munday, 2001, p. 10). The former largely relates to
the teaching of the theoretical phenomenon of translation, while the second
focuses on the application of translation methods. The former is seen as
facilitating the latter in order to achieve what Pym identiﬁes as the key aspect of
translation teaching – the successful union of two key skills: ﬁrstly, the ability to
generate a target text series of more than one viable term for a source text and
secondly, the ability to select only a target text from this series and to propose
this as a replacement of source text (Pym, 1992, p. 281).
Using computer technology to teach the application of translation is not a new
concept. One of the earliest initiatives was the CTI-funded TransIT Tiger, which
Computer Assisted Language Learning 5
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gave students access to model translations that can be used to provide invaluable tips
on translation technique (Talbot, 1996, pp. 20–23).
Equally, it is a long-established principle of CALL design that courseware needs
to be integrated into language teaching in an appropriate context and not as stand-
alone creations (see Levy, 1997, p. 24; Jones, 1986, p. 171). This clearly highlights the
importance of the learning context: technologies oﬀer diﬀerent strengths and
weaknesses and designing an environment that can capitalise on the pedagogical
beneﬁts of a range of technologies appears to be an eﬀective principle. It was in this
context that the CEMLL team developed a translation project that used a range of
multimedia technologies.
The project was undertaken by a group of 23 year two undergraduate students of
French at the University of Ulster’s Coleraine campus in semester 2 (February–June)
of the 2006/2007 academic year. All the students were enrolled on dedicated
translation module based on Holmes map of translation studies, aimed at providing
the students with an introduction to translation theory and applied experience in
translation through the study of a range of practical translation tasks from English
into French and from French into English. In each class, students would examine
aspects of translation theory through the discussion of register, approximation and
comparison and apply these to practical translation tasks. Texts were chosen from a
range of sources, including newspapers such as Liberation and The Observer and
more informal publications such as BBC News and Yahoo Actualite´s as well as
literary works, including Albert Camus’ L’E´tranger. The purpose of this was to give
students an exposure to a variety of linguistic registers and target language
audiences. These students were half way through their four-year language degree. All
these students had studied French since high school in the UK and half of the cohort
studied a two-language degree (either studying German or Spanish alongside
French). It could, therefore, be argued that the group was of clear mixed ability with
half of the group studying a second foreign language and the other half only
studying one language, with the resultant ability to concentrate eﬀorts on one
language.
Furthermore, all the students had studied translation as part their University
degree in year 1 and for the early part of year 2, as well as throughout high school.
They were, therefore, very familiar with the use of translation tasks in language
teaching. The use of a mixed ability group, may seem problematic in terms of
reliability of data, although recent research has identiﬁed that the link between
student ability and the evaluation of CALL is not clear cut (Leakey, 2011, p. 241).
Furthermore, although familiarity with the learning activity may skew the results of
project because it may inﬂuence student attitudes, all students in this study had the
same background in translation and makes it possible to identify patterns of use or
attitude with greater ease than would be possible if some students were less familiar
with the activity.
The project saw the delivery of translation classes using a range of multimedia
tools and resources. Traditionally, these classes are taught in seminar rooms,
although the classes for the purposes of this study were taught in one of the
University’s multimedia language learning classrooms, operating a range of CALL
software, such as online dictionaries and grammar materials. Furthermore, as the
students were introduced to the practice of consulting related articles and texts to
help them complete translations, web access became an essential part of the teaching
and learning experience, which would have been made more diﬃcult if the classes
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had not been taught in a multimedia environment. The environment was designed to
provide students with access to a range of viable terms for their source text which, as
we saw earlier, is a key aspect of translation teaching. This room used for the
delivery of classes was also equipped with 24 networked PCs linked to a central
teacher console using multimedia management software (Robotel, supplied by
Activa Solutions). The lab oﬀered a number of key functions to the teacher and
students, these were:
(1) A dedicated control console. With this facility, the teacher could monitor
individual student performance by viewing their screens and, where
necessary, take keyboard control to provide support to individuals or groups
without interrupting the others in the class.
(2) Screen broadcast facility. This allowed the teacher to display the contents
of student screens to others in the classroom. This feature allowed the
teacher to display translations completed by diﬀerent groups using the
wiki on all student workstations to facilitate group discussion and
feedback.
In the laboratory, two main translation activities were undertaken during the
semester:
(1) Wikis. One of the main drawbacks of teaching students in front of
computer screens is the danger of isolation (Gillespie & McKee, 1999, p.
42). Computer screens can form a barrier between students and teachers,
allowing some to ‘‘hide’’ behind their screen and therefore not participate
in the class. Although this can oﬀer comfort and reassurance for timid
students, who feel embarrassed about participating in class (Stepp-Greany,
2002, p. 165), it can be particularly problematic in classes such as
translation, where interactivity is an essential part of the teaching and
learning experience. In order to foster interaction in a computer lab
environment, a web-based wiki was used to teach translation in the
computer lab. This consisted of weekly translation texts being posted on a
password-protected area of a wiki. Registered users (namely the students
registered in the translation module) were given access rights to translate
parts of the text using the ‘‘comment’’ feature of the wiki. When the
students arrived in class, they would access the translation text and then, in
groups of three (these groups remained the same throughout the project),
would translate a designated part of the text (such as a paragraph) and
post it to the wiki so that all their colleagues could see what they had
done. The end result would be a completed translation, which would then
be discussed in the latter part of the class and changes suggested. At this
stage in the class, the tutor would release a fair copy of the translation into
the wiki so that students could compare their work to that of the fair
copy. Since all students were required to login to the wiki, the tutor could
keep track of students’ performance and identify students who had
completed the work and those who had not. Furthermore, the work from
each week was available for students as an archive which they could use
for revision purposes. See Figure 1 for an example of how the wiki was
used.
Computer Assisted Language Learning 7
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(2) Virtual learning environment – WebCT. In order to allow for variety in
the activities undertaken, the wiki was not used every week. After three
weeks using only the wiki, a new type of activity was introduced towards
the middle of semester. Using an idea from TransIT Tiger and MetaText,
the University’s Virtual Learning Environment WebCT was used to
create an electronic translation support facility. This area included copies
of translations to be undertaken on alternate weeks in class. Within a
dedicated area of WebCT, students had access to customised glossaries,
specially-created to provide suggestions for translating key elements of
vocabulary in the translation texts. In addition, in each translation, a
number of key phrases and elements of vocabulary were hyperlinked.
These links would provide contextual information or tips for translating
the phrases. The area also provided students with access to newspaper
articles on related themes in the target language to help them to identify
ways of translating key vocabulary and phrases. Students would use this
support facility collaboratively to prepare a translation that they would
then upload to the wiki to allow for discussion at the end of the class.
Although integrating the wiki into the activity might seem like a
duplication of eﬀort, the use of the translation support area on WebCT
provided an additional bank of materials to help students prepare their
translations and to demonstrate to the students the beneﬁts of
contextualising translation works as well as trawling through related
texts for translation and lexical hints. Figure 2 gives an example of
layout and resources available within the translation support area of
WebCT.
Figure 1. Translation wiki.
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Evaluation of courseware
Student reaction to the project was gauged and measured in a number of ways: (1)
weekly logs completed by students online after each class; (2) an end-of-semester
evaluation questionnaire (Figure 3) and (3) observational analysis of classroom
teaching and student reaction. By considering this data in relation to the three
considerations for courseware integration that were established earlier in this article
(learner expectations, practicality of ﬁt and motivation), we can identify a number of
important ﬁndings.
(1) Learner expectations – students feeling familiar with the technology
As we have seen earlier, it is important for students to feel they have mastered
the technology in order to use it eﬀectively in their learning. In the translation
project undertaken at Ulster, the ﬁrst week of class was used to familiarise
students with the functionality of the wiki, electronic dictionaries and
WebCT electronic notebook. A second form of training was provided by
peers. Students were divided into groups of three not only to complete the
translation work, but also to provide peer support for one another.
Consequently, students would often ask others within the group if they
had technical diﬃculties such as forgotten passwords. This principle follows
Tharp and Gallimore’s (1988, p. 185) model for eﬀective learning, one stage is
known as ‘‘assistance by more capable others’’, such as student peers.
Thirdly, the monitoring functions available in the multimedia language lab
allowed the tutor to identify when students were experiencing diﬃculties
using the electronic tools during the course of the translation project. This
was particularly useful if students had forgotten how to access the wiki, for
example.
Figure 2. Electronic translation notebook on WebCT.
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Figure 3. End-of-semester evaluation questionnaire.
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Peer and tutor support during the project show the importance of
sustained training. Initial induction was useful to familiarise students with
the functionality of the tools being used but, inevitably over the course of the
project, students would forget aspects that they had been shown in the
induction. Furthermore, students would often raise diﬀerent problems each
week: one week, it would have been that some of them had forgotten their
passwords, another week, some had forgotten how to access the electronic
dictionaries. Given the diﬀerent range of issues that would arise and that
some groups would have more technical questions than others, students
needed localised training throughout the project.
(2) Practicality of ﬁt – access to resources
Clearly, a variety of factors will have inﬂuenced these results, such as group
composition and external pressures (including diﬀering at the beginning and
end of semesters). It does seem clear, however that there is not conclusive
evidence to suggest that student performance was enhanced by the
technology. Despite that, however students did show considerable levels of
motivation while engaging with the project.
Qualitative feedback from logs and questionnaires revealed that students
were generally satisﬁed with the experience of using computer technology in
translation class. The end-of-project questionnaire, which was not completed
by all of the students involved in the project owning to timetabling issues,
showed that those who were able to complete the questionnaire (N¼ 13)
rated their multimedia translation classes as enjoyable or very enjoyable. In
addition, if we look at the qualitative comments made by students in their
questionnaire in response to the question: ‘‘which aspects of using computer
technology in translation classes in the multimedia lab did you ﬁnd most
useful?’’ (Figure 3), we can identify a number of factors that have inﬂuenced
motivation.
. Appreciation of pedagogical rationale. According to the qualitative
questionnaire comments in Figure 4, we see that students had a general
understanding of the pedagogical reasons, for using the wiki, for example,
with at least three of them commenting that it allowed them to see other’s
translation on the screen at the same time.
. Value of accessible resources. Access to resources such as the electronic
Oxford Hachette French dictionary were much lauded by students, not
least because it allowed them to work in a completely computer-based
environment. In fact, 7 out of 13 respondents (54%) stated that they found
Figure 4. Student comments.
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the electronic dictionary one of the most useful technological enhance-
ments of the translation classes. In other words, students felt they had
access to a range of facilities and resources from the relative comfort of a
computer terminal.
. Variation of the medium. In their general comments, students remarked
on the value of diﬀerent aspects of the computer technology used. In
Figure 3, we see that the wiki, WebCT, electronic dictionary and
websites (used for searching for texts related to the source translation)
were all identiﬁed by diﬀerent students as being highlights in the project.
This suggests that the range of tools and resources used in the project
were able to appeal to the diﬀerent tastes and demands of students. This
gives further weight to Warschauer’s (1996, p. 20) conclusion that an
amalgam of diﬀerent computer-based approaches is necessary to achieve
learning eﬀectiveness.
(3) Motivation – seeing beyond the technology’s shortcomings
According to Thornbury, Elder, Crowe, Bennett, and Belton (1996, p. 19),
‘‘students tend to fall back on what they know and seem to trust’’: they are
not necessarily enthusiastic about using technology and levels of enthusiasm
will vary from one cohort to the next. Equally, introducing too much
technology can overwhelm students (Gillespie & McKee, 1999, p. 41). The
activities that the students undertook in the translation project followed a
format that students were familiar with: working in groups on translations.
The technology provided a platform for the students to not only engage with
the traditional method of translation work that they had been used to, but
also to interact with the enhancements that the technology was providing
such as access to online articles containing similar vocabulary and online
dictionaries. This might also explain why students seemed very positive about
the experience of using computers in their translation class: there was less
chance of culture shock. This is supported by feedback received from
students through the end-of-semester questionnaire because students did not
comment on issues like technical reliability. This is particularly signiﬁcant
since, during the course of project, students experienced frustrating technical
diﬃculties such as computers restarting following the download of automatic
updates and problems accessing networked drives occasionally being
restricted. Given these diﬃculties, it was surprising that only one student
(out of 13 respondents) commented on these technical problems as being a
negative aspect to the project. In this context, we might assume that students
were able to see that the beneﬁts for using the technology in translation work
(such as access to online dictionaries) outweighed the drawbacks from the
students’ perspective. This is supported by what Do¨rnyei (2001) describes as
the third phase in the motivation process, namely the way in which students
process their past experiences will determine the kind of activities they will be
motivated to pursue in the future.
Conclusion
The ﬁndings of this research article suggest that the key considerations in
evaluating the eﬀectiveness of CALL, identiﬁed earlier, still remain key
considerations in the embedding of computer technology into the student learning
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experience. This is particularly interesting as many of those aspects have remained
unchanged for over 20 years even though the technology has changed beyond
recognition in that time. The ﬁndings of this article, therefore, support the view of
Felix (2008, p. 157), who believes that research in CALL can beneﬁt from
replication studies of previously-undertaken work because it can often reinforce the
validity of that research. The research reveals a number of issues that might help
future planning of projects that integrate computer technology in language
learning.
(1) The need for students to see the reasons for using technology
There are a variety of reasons why students will want to use technology. In order to
integrate courseware eﬀectively into language learning and teaching, it would seem
important to consider these reasons and to try to ensure that they can be facilitated
by the courseware. As the example of this project showed, students could identify a
range of other beneﬁts, including enhanced access to resources, variation in the
learning activities and an appreciation of the pedagogical reasons for using
technology. It may seem to be stating the obvious, but if students do not see the
beneﬁts and possibly even consider that technology is being used for its own sake,
there is a danger that they will either not engage with the technology eﬀectively or
may even come to resent it.
(2) The need for comfort
Although students are increasingly familiar with computer and other digital
technologies in their daily life, this does not mean that they will embrace the use
of technologies automatically in their learning. In fact, the trend is that they use what
they ﬁnd most familiar. Consequently, when designing computer-mediated learning
activities, we need to be mindful of the need for a comfort zone. Students are already
familiar with particular styles of learning (and teaching) and the introduction of
technology into their learning environment is, in itself, quite a step. If we introduce
the technology as well as a range of new learning activities that students may have
never experienced before, this could be a step too far for many students and they
may well simply not engage with the technology to enhance their learning as they feel
overwhelmed. As a result, using computer technology as a way of facilitating
familiar learning activities would seem to be an appropriate ﬁrst step in the process
of integrating computer technology into language learning activities. As students
become more familiar and comfortable using the technology for their learning, more
complex activities can follow.
(3) What role does the technology play?
As we have already seen, students tend to focus in on the reasons for using
technologies. In planning our use of computer technology in learning and teaching,
we might consider the reason for using computers to deliver it. Some of the reasons
may include:
. Giving students ﬂexible access to resources (such as dictionaries and
websites).
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. Creating a learning artefact (such as a bank of translations that can be used for
revision purposes or an activity that requires students to engage in web-based
research).
. Enabling opportunities for tutors to monitor student progress (through
classroom management software, for example).
. As a communication tool (such as the use of wikis and blogs to post comments
and ideas for others to see and interact with).
(4) Development of resources
Creating resources and materials requires a considerable investment in time, eﬀort
and commitment and, more often than not, the work is undertaken in addition to
teaching and other duties. In the case of the translation project outlined above,
however, the development of resources and activities was undertaken by a member
of staﬀ who had a reduced teaching load, made possible by government funding.
Clearly, it is not always possibly for courseware to be developed in this way,
however, the investment of time needed to develop resources and activities is
considerable and this needs to be considered in the planning of any project that
integrates computer technology into the student learning experience.
Perhaps most interestingly, one of the main conclusions we can draw from
this investigation is that despite living in an increasingly digital age, integrating
computer technology into language learning is not necessarily intuitive for
students and we still need to consider a range of pedagogical and psychological
factors in planning its use. A number of these such as the need for comfort and
motivation as well as practical ﬁt are well-established principles that still remain
even in the age of digital natives.
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